Our discussion has confirmed that there is no problem with the information about his age that Aeschines gives us in his speech against Timarchus; what we should not believe is his implication that Misgolas was older than Timarchus. As a result, we can accept Aeschines' statement that he was forty-five in 346/45 and infer that he was born in either 391/90 or 390/89. This conclusion also has implications for the career of Aeschines' fellow ephebe Nausicles, about whose date of birth we know nothing save that he was an exact contemporary of Aeschines:'4 his birth also should be dated to 391/90 or 390/89. But these are not the only things to be gained from an examination of the problem. I hope that the discussion of the difficulties surrounding the evidence for Aeschines' date of birth has had some value in illustrating the kind of rhetorical legerdemain an orator might employ to deceive his audience. It is precisely this sort of deception that should make us wary when we are dealing with the information provided by the Attic orators.15 Our discussion has confirmed that there is no problem with the information about his age that Aeschines gives us in his speech against Timarchus; what we should not believe is his implication that Misgolas was older than Timarchus. As a result, we can accept Aeschines' statement that he was forty-five in 346/45 and infer that he was born in either 391/90 or 390/89. This conclusion also has implications for the career of Aeschines' fellow ephebe Nausicles, about whose date of birth we know nothing save that he was an exact contemporary of Aeschines:'4 his birth also should be dated to 391/90 or 390/89. But these are not the only things to be gained from an examination of the problem. I hope that the discussion of the difficulties surrounding the evidence for Aeschines' date of birth has had some value in illustrating the kind of rhetorical legerdemain an orator might employ to deceive his audience. It is precisely this sort of deception that should make us wary when we are dealing with the information provided by the Attic orators.15 Now it might be argued that none of the storks said to return in the spring is Ciconia ciconia. There is of course no way of knowing. The absence of a specific epithet, however, makes it clear that a number of authors, without concern for the actual species, considered the stork, regarded generically, to be a springtime migrant; and there exist "white" storks. This will have been enough for Vergil, 3. These common names partly distinguish the white stork from the black stork, but candidus is, after all, a relative term; cf. OLD, s.v. candidus 3: "white, of light colour (in contrast with darker varieties, parts, etc.)." So we speak of "white" wine, "white" sheep, the "white" race.
4. "Virgil's 'White Bird,'" p. 277. 5. The claim is based on S. C. Cramp, ed., The Birds of the Western Palearctic, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1977), which, however, merely states (p. 329) that the bird bred in the Po Valley until the fourteenth century but has not been appearing much in modern times.
6. These last two passages are adduced by Harbinson as evidence that the stork did not substantially breed in Italy-as if the statement "in Utah people do not drink beer" could be taken to imply anything but "in America people drink beer." 7. Cf. also Aug. Enarr. Ps. 58. 1 annuae nostrae hospites sunt ciconiae. 8. These last two references were provided by the journal's anonymous referee.
the man who gave us that nonbird, the fulica marina ("sea-coot"),9 and who turned Aratus' raven (Phaen. 1003) into a crow (G. 1. 388). No, we had better stay with the stork, whose literary appearance and attributes make it the best candidate. But the interest of Georgics 2. 319-20 is not yet exhausted. The manner of Vergil's reference is essentially Alexandrian; the name of the white bird is suppressed and is to be recovered from its attributes: the fact that it returns in the spring and is an enemy of the snake. In this poem such suppression, accompanied by an adjective or adjectival clause containing specific information about the subject in question, regularly points to a literary source. In the following examples, as in the case of our avis, a subject is mentioned only in a general way (cultor, arbor, pastor, anguis) and can be identified precisely only if the reader combines the accompanying details with his knowledge of the model: (a) 1. 14-15 "cultor nemorum, cui pinguia Ceae / ter centum nivei tondent dumeta iuvenci." The identity of Aristaeus can be recovered only if one knows 9. G. 1. 362-63; cf. L. P. Wilkinson, The "Georgics" of Virgil (Cambridge, 1969), p. 235. Vergil is knowledgeable enough on many matters, but his knowledge comes chiefly from literary sources, and the Georgics is not primarily concerned with absolute, scientific truth. He cannot be held to the standards of the modern (or even ancient) scientific treatise, ornithological, horticultural, or astronomical.
III. HABITAT
10. "Virgil's 'White Bird,'" p. 278. 11. Ibid. 12. The only sense the word can have, when used as a noun, is "snake" or (once or twice) "maggot" (which is not the sense in Juvenal).
13. The detail is also found in Plut. Mor. 380F4-6 and [Arist.] Mir. ausc. 2. 832a15. Cf. also Isid. Orig. 12. 7 ciconiae . . . serpentium hostes (i.e., Vergil's invisa colubris).
